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breeding in the UK: a major welfare concern?”
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Executive Summary

This document contains a response to the RSBQ#t “Pedigree dog breeding
in the UK: a major welfare concern?”

It is argued that the authors’ claims that thort is both independent and
scientific are misleading, and that the conclusi@ashed appear to be
significantly influenced by the views of the sponaad the authors’
preconceptions3(1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, §.1

Analysis of the report content shows that theidrect conflict between
statements identifying problems and calling fortieed for urgent actiorb (3,
5.6,5.8, 5.14,5.20,5.3&nd those that assess the current state of iherme to
support such call$(11, 5.14, 5.20, 5.25, 5.27, 5.31,)6.2

A lack of consideration of environmental fastor determining canine behaviour
is identified 6£.10,5.26.2, 5.26.2)2together with concerns that research in this
area has been misleadingly cit&édl(Q,5.17, 5.18, 5.26.2.2

In the case of Hip Dysplasia the evidence @jgokars to have been
misinterpretedq.31, 5.32 and except in four cases there appears to ke litt
evidence of a specific breed problebn26.1., 5.28, 5.29, 5.30

Calls for restrictions on breeding practise32, 5.39 are not balanced against
conflicting calls for an increase in genetic divigr$s.21, 5.22.

While the report identifies the need for furthesearch as the highest priority it

fails to identify the requirement for reliable béntarks at the levels of domestic
compared with wild type, registered pedigree comgbaron registered pedigree,
registered pedigree with cross-breed and interbvagdtions 6.3).

It is concluded that, at our current stateraidedge, the broad based call for
urgency made in the report is not only unsubsttediaut, if acted upon, risks
generating significant adverse consequeng£sg.5, 6.8 This is not to say that
where quantitative evidence exists action shoutdordaken over a relatively
short time-scalef(.7).

* Author’s background is outlined in Annex 1
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3.1

3.2

Background

In 2008, the RSPCA commissioned an indeperst@antific report on pedigree
dog breeding in the UK.

Their stated aim wadd help inform all those dedicated to protectinglan
improving thewelfareof pedigree dogs

The title of this report was framed in the formaodjuestion:
“Pedigree dog breeding in the UK: a major welfasaaern?”

The authors claim that this represents a repottisHaoth scientific and
independent. As an experienced scientist/engingRrover 25 year’s research
experience | would suggest that the style and comtethe report provide
significant grounds to question both assertions.

In the critique in section 5 below, examples aespnted section by section
where the conclusions and recommendations of tHJRSeport do not appear
to be well supported by the evidence presented.

Independence of the report.

There is always the possibility that “researiidings may be influenced by a
researcher’s awareness of conclusions that a spamstes to see supported. In
the past this has been the cause of much debatelneg the desirability (or
indeed ethical acceptability) of sponsorship ofteraic based research by both
pharmaceutical and tobacco companies and the emdédthat should be placed
in the conclusions of such studies

In this case the position of the RSPCA as sponftii®work is made clear on
their website:

“There is a wealth of scientific and other evidetacehow that the welfare and
quality of life of many pedigree dogs is seriouslynpromised as a result of
established selective breeding practiées

Although it is not explicitly stated that thpsesition was adopted prior to receiving
the report’s findings, a reference to the BBC doentary “Pedigree dogs
exposed”, suggests that this was the case. if &dlows that the adoption of a
formal position in advance of commissioning a répgould, at least
subconsciously, influence the RSPCA'’s choice ofiard to target those whose
previous work suggests they support the positikarta.e. “a safe pair of hands”.
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4.2

4.3

5.1

5.2

Once chosen, awareness of the sponsor’s prioriqosievitably imposes a
burden of expectation on the authors commissioRedthese reasons | do not
believe that the report can safely be regardedtiasrendependent or indeed
impartial.

Scientific basis of the report
Scientific studies usually fall into one or baff two categories:

Curiosity driven research — the acquisition of dakeere there is limited previous
information.

Hypothesis driven research — where, although availdata may be limited or

incomplete, it is possible to speculate on possiblesal relationships (i.e. form
hypotheses) which may be supported or discountextiiitional data obtained

for this purpose.

The title of the RSPCA commissioned report edigree dog breeding in the UK:
a major welfare concern?” is framed as a questios suggests that it proposes to
test the hypothesis that:

Pedigree dog breeding practices in the UK comprasrtise welfare of pedigree
dogs.

To do this effectively requires the resultpdvious studies be reviewed and
collated dispassionately such that their resultsa@mclusions can be discussed in
an objective manner and overarching conclusionsmrgith appropriate levels

of confidence identified. For the reasons givelowd do not believe the report
adequately addresses this requirement.

Specific areas of concern
RSPCA report - Section 1 Purpose and scope

It is worrying that having posed their title asweesgtion the authors conclude the
second paragraph of their introductory “Purposesuage” section (page 2) with
the unsupported assertion thtte report reviews what is well-recognised to be
an international problerh

The authors move on to state their goal torbpgsing possible way$d improve
the welfare of pedigree ddgs Having taken this apparent leap of faith befor
presenting their supporting evidence the authas #ntitle the second section of
their report:



5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

RSPCA report - Section 2 The problem and its cause
In the first paragraph of this section the authetate:

“... there can be no doubt that numerous pedigreesadgnany different breeds
now experience compromised welfare due to the tdined indirect effects of
selective breeding practices (sections 3 and Mlany breeds have high rates of
heritable disorders or disease, and some have palysonformations which can
result in disability, behavioural problems or paand thereby unnecessary
suffering.”

No references are cited in support of this opinidn.the second paragraph the
phrase anatomically deforméds used without any attempt at defining what is
meant and what the authors would regard as a refengorm.

It is also stated:

“However, there is also considerable evidence thagscbreed dogs have lower
veterinary bills (Data From Churchill Insurance cpany cited in K9 Magazine
2007). This suggests that they are less oftemdllass likely to suffer
compromised welfare as a consequehce

Although acknowledged later in the report (pagé€l24urance databases usually
lack detail and show a bias towards pedigree angfaho qualifying comments
are made at this point with regard to the possybdf distorting effects arising
from different levels of insurance cover for crsseds compared with pedigree
dogs.

The authors suggest:

“Limited record keeping, lack of transparency in bneeding and showing world
and the absence of sufficient research means lilegfull extent of the problem is
difficult to assess

This is a surprising statement to make in lighthef earlier reference to cross
breeds where there is no systematic breeder réeeping and considerably less
targeted research than has been conducted witbrpediogs. Indeed the greater
genetic diversity of cross breeds the authors lgghhs being beneficial means
that it is inevitable that such studies, were tttelge conducted, would be far
more difficult to interpret in a rigorous manner.

This section finishes with the paragraph:
“Breeding practices and efforts by breed societiesleennel clubs, to date, have

been ineffective at protecting the welfare of mamgeds of domestic dog.
Therefore to safeguard the future of pedigree doganges in breeding and



5.7

selection practices are urgently required, and$ome breeds more drastic
measures will be needed. All members of societyjraparticular all those who
benefit from pedigree dogs, have a moral and etlublgation to ensure that
every action is taken to attempt to overcome theeatiproblems and to increase
the health and welfare of future generations ofigresgt dogs.

This represents a series of opinions and moralviexpressed as facts. Again no
external studies are cited to support these viéwk(t at a later point in the
report the Authors cite 5 year rolling mean restiitg suggest screening schemes
aided at reducing hip dysplasia are having a beiaégffect —- RSPCA report
section 4.71). The language used is emotive amgvitrd ‘Urgently is used
without explanation or justification in terms oktimeframe over which genetic
modifications can be achieved in the canine pommat

RSPCA report - Section 2.2 Why this is an itgpdmproblem

The first paragraph of this section cites the Camgra Animal Welfare Council
(CAWC) report published in 2086 It is instructive to compare the contents
pages of the two reports side by side (Table )e TACW report clearly seeks
to put the subject material in its broader contéx¢ctions giving historical
background and explaining the methodology usedepi®sections explaining
how problems arise and the scale of the probletrésalts. In contrast the
RSPCA report concentrates purely on perceptioqsaidlems with no prior
explanation of the methodology used to establiskeh

RSPCA CACW

1. Purpose and scope 1. Introduction and aims

2. The problem and its causes 2. The history of selective breeding in companior
3. Welfare Issue 1 —exaggerated anatomical featuegsmals

that reduce quality of life 3. Past and present methods used for

4. Welfare Issue 2 — increased prevalence of selection/genetic modification

inherited disorders. 4. Methods of assessment of welfare impact releyant

5. Possible ways forward to this Inquiry

5. The impact of selection/genetic modification om
physical health, behaviour and welfare

6. The scale of the problem

7. Methods and potential to improve welfare by
selection/ genetic modification

8. What needs to be done?

Table 1 comparison of major section headings faP@& 2008 and CACW 2006 reports



5.8

5.9

This section continues with a series of emattatements which might be
expected to inflame rather than inform opinion:

“Selective breeding of pedigree dogs by people twatsibuted to the problem
(sections 3 and 4) and so we have a moral obligatibiosolve if’

“Most dog breeding is a hobby, conducted by “dogis¥rather than a truly
utilitarian activity. As such, the moral obligatiaa maximise the dogs’ quality of
life, and address known and avoidable risks torthealth and welfare, has to be
of utmost priority:

“Greater understanding of the level of awarenesdoigs and other animals has
necessitated an ethical environment in which humesgect and live in harmony
with other members of the animal kingdom. Delibelsabreeding animals with a
high propensity to suffer can in no way be regardeeither respectful or
harmonious.

Again these statements appear prior to the majofitige evidence cited to
support them. Open ended phrases likenbst priority have little place in a
report of this type which seeks to inform a broage of stakeholders — do the
authors really intend to suggest that the problémag perceive have higher
priority than most of the other issues facing madsaciety? The phrase
“respectful or harmoniotidias no place in a report that purports to berdiie.
What does this mean? Respectful to what? Harmemath what?

RSPCA report -Section 2.3 Selective breedinglgsical appearance — the
cause of the problem

Still there is no systematic effort to defirthé problem. Of the nine references
cited in this section only two refer to welfareuss and their conclusions are not
specifically described or clearly linked to thetars’ own views. The authors’
linkage of the phrasesrorphological extremésand “anatomical abnormality
requires further explanation. For example, tle@eemany examples in nature
where extreme secondary sexual characteristicbeaeen as compromising
some aspects of survival fithess but can theseibat#ically described as
abnormal?

References are made to founder effects and adeensequences of limited
genetic diversity but no attempt is made to pid thithe context of the level of
genetic diversity that would be expected in wildhksmdogs, wolves or dingoes.



5.10 RSPCA report -Section 3 Welfare issue 1 — exagtealaanatomical features

5.11

that reduce quality of life
In their introductory paragraph the authors’ state

“In some breeds, selection for the original functias led to a temperament
unsuited to the current home environment, andrtt@ans that dogs may be
predisposed to developing behavioural problems Wegh as family pets.”

Again this represents unsupported opinion; no $ipexspects of temperament are
identified as Unsuitablé and no breeds are identified. Of greater concethe
fact that no acknowledgement is made that behavsosignificantly influenced

by environmental factors and degree of socialisatioThe current popularity of
television programmes on problem dogs (e.qg. It'sdvi&¢he Dog, Dog Borstal,
The Dog Whisperer) depict a situation regularlynsieg all involved in dog
training classes i.e. that the common factor inyr@nine behaviour problems
arises from the actions of the owner rather tharbtieed (or cross breed) of the
dog concerned. In their 2004 case revjahe UK Association of Pet Behaviour
Counsellors report that 68.6% of dogs that ha@itere considered to have
been inadequately exposed to appropriate stimulnéywners during
puppyhood. However, no attempt is made by theastof the RSPCA report to
rank the relative contribution of genetic and eomimental factors.

The following sentence is the key to the whief@rt and should be highlighted in
the preliminary introduction not hidden ib&ckground informatich

“There is currently no widely applicable empiricdlasis on which to decide
which breeds are most affected by a particular pler, nor to rule out other
breeds as unaffected”

It is hard to dispute this statement but also Itasd to reconcile it with the
concluding paragraph of section 2.1 as cited earlie

“Breeding practices and efforts by breed societiad &ennel clubs, to date,
have been ineffective at protecting the welfarenodny breeds of domestic dog.
Therefore to safeguard the future of pedigree dogsanges in breeding and
selection practices are urgently required, and ®sme breeds more drastic
measures will be needed.”

If the assessment tools are not available howleaaathors suggest approaches
for the direction of breeding practices?
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The statement which follows is simply unwatealn

“Therefore within this section, most breeds are mamned. However, where
breeds are not named, there are many likely examgdlevery complaint
mentioned.

It would be more reasoned to say that as there gidely applicable empirical
basis on which to decide which breeds are mosttaificby a particular problem
we are not yet in a position to accurately idengifiected breeds.

RSPCA report - Section 3.2 Examples of exaggeaatatbmical features

The authors cite the following references to afasxaggerated anatomical
features identified in the Multilateral Consultatiof Parties to the European
Convention for the Protection of Pet Animals. (Cdliof Europe 1995)

« overly large or heavy dogs that may suffer fromtj problems;

* dogs with very short legs that may have limitsmbmotion, and be predisposed
to disorders of the vertebrae column;

» short skulls and flat faces ie (brachycephaliednts) that may lead to breathing
disorders and blockage of the lachrymal (tear) cuct

* large flat skulls that may result in birth diftilties;

» abnormal positions of limbs, e.g. bowed or ‘tb@ep’ that may result in
difficulties of movement and joint degeneration;

» abnormal positioning of the teeth that may resultiifficulties in feeding and
caring for young;

» abnormal size and position of the eyes or ey¢lidsmay lead to irritation,
inflammation, degeneration and prolapse of the gyes

* very long ears that can easily be injured,;

» markedly folded or furrowed skins that may caeseema or skin complaints,
eye irritation or inflammation;

* hairlessness that may result in an inability herimoregulate.
This would seem to provide a rational starting fearark for attempting to

address welfare concerns. As the authors arapépo speculate widely
throughout their report it is hard to understang Wiey have made no attempt to
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suggest illustrative breed examples for each thategories to provide some
direction for the future studies recommended later.

RSPCA report- Section 3.3 Evidence that exagg@rmtatomical features can
cause suffering

This section starts with a key sentence:

“There is remarkably little explicit recognition tble welfare issues that may be
associated with the extreme morphologies selecoteid some registered breeds,
and few peer-reviewed papers documenting theictffe

This raises a fundamental question, does thistgitueepresent a lack of research
effort or lack of evidence for such research totdg. The authors appear not
to consider the second possibility. The remairmdéhis section catalogues a
range of conditions attributed to exaggerated anata features, but there is little
in the way of specific quantitative data on incider prevalence within the
breed groupings referred to. Again the sectiorckates with an emotively
worded paragraph which is hard to justify from tualitative nature of the
evidence on which it is based:

“Overall, the list of disorders likely to cause suffig due to extremes of
morphology and cosmetic characteristics in modemlateeds is alarming. That
treatments and procedures have been developedityio counteract these
exaggerated features is in itself evidence thaptioblems are of sufficient
welfare concern to need veterinary and/or surgiogrvention. This situation
calls for urgent ethical review and attention teebd standards and showing,
breeding and veterinary practices

Clearly the development of any new veterimaocedure will be stimulated by
demand, but this could arise from a relatively iogidence across a large
population not just a high incidence in a smallydapon. Also environmental
differences and activity levels between breeds hidghexpected to influence the
frequency of some conditions, e.g. cruciate ligandamage resulting from
exercise based injuries.

RSPCA report - Section 3.4 Effects of exaggeratedomical features on
behaviour

This is a very difficult area to assess as behawiollibe strongly influenced by
environmental factors not just genetic effectshe &uthors do not appear to
consider the balance of “nature v. nurture”. agesph 1 considers the effect of a
number of anatomical features of different bread$natural” behaviour without
attempting to define the range of what constitugsiral behaviour. This is
followed by the sentencdhis likely diminishes their quality of lifevhich
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appears to be pure supposition and certainly regdurther validation if claimed
to be a scientific observation.

The authors refer to a paper by Duffy et al 2088ying in addition, some
breeds are so small that they are likely to suifequent fear and show
correspondingly high levels of fearful and defeasiehaviours this is not a
guote taken from the paper: in fact Duffy et atesta

“The present findings should be interpreted withtioau The substantial within-
breed variation in C-BARQ scores observed in thiglg suggests that it is
inappropriate to make predictions about a given’dggopensity for aggressive
behavior based solely on its breed. Furthermotessgionnaire reports inevitably
involve a degree of subjectivity, and it is possihlat respondents’ answers were
influenced by both popular breed stereotypes angéoceptions of which
answers would be deemed socially acceptable.

Reference is also made to the work of Svartberguggest that show dogs are
more fearful than and less playful than workingslagd that this may cause
problems and needs further investigation. What tleenot say is that he also
found that

“ ... selection for Working dog use is positivelyratated with playfulness and
aggressiveness

The suggestion that fearful and defensive\aehes are inversely proportional to
body size across a range of breeds is not explitilde by Duffy et dlwho only
cite evidence for a possible link in two cases (cind and Chihuahua). They
also state:

“Differences between lines of distinct breedinglstodicate that the propensity
toward aggressive behavior is at least partiallpted in genetics, although
substantial within-breed variation suggests thdieotfactors (developmental,
environmental) play a major part in determining whies aggressive behavior is
expressed in the phenotype

The significance of play to welfare is disagsut not considered rigorously
with differences between play levels of adults prveniles not considered. The
work of Jensen et al (1998)ited as supporting the importance of play to arelf

is not only based on a study conducted with a pather than predator species, it
is conducted with juveniles not adults. This skdudve been made clear in the
text.  Play signalling may be critical to théiation and continuation of dog
play, but how significant is play as a factor intidehaviour? Personal
observation of my own dogs living in groups of >aer the last 20 years
suggests that play based interactions betweensaaitdurs only infrequently. If
representative of broader canine behaviour, thestpns the authors’ supposition

10



that if play signals are compromised by anatonfeatures this “..may have
important welfare consequentes

5.19 On page 16 the authors consider the effegtssehile traits:

“Other breeds selected to retain juvenile anatomieatures also retain juvenile
behaviour patterns (Goodwin et at 1997) making tipamicularly dependent
upon their human carers and vulnerable to distneben left alone (McGreevy
and Nicholas 1999)

The effectiveness of play based training regimeggssts that all breeds of dogs
retain some juvenile characteristics. These andareed in the domestic
environment by the owner offering/providing fooddhghout the dog’s life, a
role which mimics that of the dam but no other achémber of the pack. The
extent to which this varies from breed to breelikedy to correlate with
environment and owner profile, again this possipis not considered.

5.20 RSPCA report - Section 3.5 Unresolved Issues

The authors again make a number of speculativegwainich are unsupported
and not placed in a broader context. This resuléssmarked internal
inconsistency and provides no assessment of tlaeadatlable to aid decisions
i.e.

“.... The problem is that little empirical data currendyists to allow objective
comparison of their relative severity or decide wleael of modification is
acceptable and what is unacceptable

Is followed by the statement:
“Given the evidence of current suffering (secti@) Badical decisions cannot
wait and so subjective assessments of relativeareginpact must be employed in

the interim’

It is worth reiterating here that the authors stedtion 3.3, considering evidence
of suffering, with the statement:

“There is remarkably little explicit recognition tble welfare issues that may be

associated with the extreme morphologies selecteitd some registered breeds,
and few peer-reviewed papers documenting theictffe

11
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RSPCA report - Section 4 Welfare issue 2 — increéprevalence of inherited
disorders

RSPCA report Section 4.1 Background information

The main concerns here are qualitative refererccé®tiuced genetic diversity
“genetic diversity is rather Idand “low genetic diversity in some parts of the
genomé& As is the case throughout the report thereoisittempt to quantitatively
define reductions in genetic diversity with refererto the wild population of
related species e.g. wild dogs, wolves or dingd&early any applied selection
pressure (resulting from both natural and breedposed pressures) will tend to
reduce genetic diversity this must be set agalestadte of natural mutations
which will tend to increase diversity.  Whileethate of drift may well be higher
for breeder imposed rather than natural processesuild be helpful to have
some assessment of the magnitude of any differearcb¢he timescale over
which their effects will be observed.

RSPCA report - Section 4.2 The link between irdingeand disease

This section starts with a discussion of inbreediogfficients, but again there is
no reference to the specific values seen in peelidog breeds and no attempt to
compare inbreeding coefficients with those seeniid type populations of
related species. As this is one area where atdjtemtitative evaluation is
clearly possible this omission is disturbing.

It is surprising that there is no mention herehef testricting effects of UK
legislation designed to protect against rabiesstdiically the requirement for a
six month quarantine period severely restrictedripmort of new bloodlines and

in part contributed to lack of genetic diversitg thuthors consider. With the
introduction of the pet passport scheme this bahas been considerably reduced
and in the case of my own breed (Rottweiler) hd<dea considerable increase
both in the number of imported animals and theaiswerseas sires. This has
inevitable resulted in a broadening of the gendige which has probably been
replicated across a range of breeds. These effhotdd have been considered in
this section.

RSPCA report - Section 4.3 Examples of diseases

This section catalogues a range of conditions wtienes is evidence for a genetic
link to disease such that incidence correlates gathetic diversity. That this
occurs is well established but again the effe@sat put in a broader context.

In the human population there are a number of ¢mmdi that vary in their levels
of incidence between different ethnic groups; imeaases this can be
maintained by an associated benefit e.g. carrieifseogenetic defect that leads to
sickle cell anaemia derive some protection fromamia’

12
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Clearly where high levels of disease can lbevalto result from a specific recent
mutation, stringent efforts should be made to resribve mutated gene by
directed breeding and there are programmes aimachatving this (RSPCA
report section 4.7). However, for conditions whidtve been recognised for
extended periods across a number of breeds, ontildiprogenitors, the
situation could well be complex and such a simigliapproach may lead to
associated undesirable consequences.

RSPCA report - Section 4.4 Limitations of curner@valence data

This section starts with a review of the limitasoof current data and studies
which is summarised with the following statement:

“In conclusion, the true prevalence and incidencerafiny disorders in pedigree
remains unknowri

To address this problem the authors suggest:

“To fully monitor progress, accurate and reliableoeding methods and systems
need to be developed in collaboration with epidéogists (see section 5). Only
when these are in place will we be able to fullyestain which breed
predispositions are due to heritable factors tham de influenced by breeding,
and which are affected by common environmentabfacssociated with the
breed (such as the way individuals are likely tkbept and managed, and the
type of person who owns them).

It is difficult se see how this can be used ass#fjoation for urgency in any area
other than the instigation of appropriate studi€s.suggest that immediate and
widespread changes to breeding practices are néedetjustified by these
conclusions.

RSPCA report - Section 4.5 Lack of attention talthevelfare and behaviour

This section focuses mainly on heritability relatedwo areas hip & elbow
dysplasia and temperament. This is somewhatisurgifor different reasons in
each case.

5.26.1 Hip and elbow dysplasia

While scoring schemes for elbows are relativelgnécthe KC/BVA hip
dysplasia scheme has been running since 1984 anddjority of breeds
recognised by the UK Kennel club have submittefigaht dogs for
scoring to be given a breed average. Figure Wslaoscatter plot of hip
score)ls1 as a function of mean weight for 108 bréledd averages
2008) .

13
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Figure 1 Scatter plot of breed mean hip-score atjgjmoted breed mean weights
(corrected for weight differences between sexes)

The average over all breeds is 15.4 the standasidtdm is 6.8.

Therefore only 4 breeds have an average higher2lsaandard deviations
above the mean i.e. 29. This does not providaiadbasis for suggesting
that HD is a specific consequence of loss of geritiersity in anything
other than a small minority of breeds. It is ie&mg to note that there is
only a weak correlation with size (as shown byttkad line), and that all
but one of the recognised giant breeds have seatied SD of the mean.
It would be instructive to know, but almost impdssito determine, the
equivalent scores for wolves in the wild.

5.26.2 Temperament

The authors make an unsubstantiated comment regatd “likely”
effects of breeding choices on temperament:

“Similarly when breeding choices are based mainlploysical
appearance, many breeders hdikely paid insufficient attention to
temperament or capacity to cope in a domestic enmient. This may
account, at least in part for the large numberdelavioural problems
that are encountered in dogs today. Pet behaviocmahsellors regularly
encounter specific behaviour problems that seebetover-represented in
specific breeds, and some of these have beenigatest’ (the bold is
mine)

14



Again no consideration is given to the contributadrenvironmental
effects on behaviour. Mugford has found that show dogs have much
lower referral rates to his behavioural practia@ntklogs from a non show
background. If the authors’ thesis that poor biregg@ractice
compromises behaviour it is to be expected thatdherse would be the
case.

5.26.2.1 It is interesting to contrast the experéeof Mugford® as a
practicing animal behaviourist with the academiwg of McGreevy
whose work is widely cited throughout this repdrt.an opinion piece in
New Scientist (cited by the authors) McGreevy sth3e

“Yet the selection process in the show ring barefects temperament —
the only behaviour test the show dog has to passtibiting the judge

Consider the specifics of what showing a dog entaild the naivety of
this statement becomes apparent. A show dog wilidnsported in a
vehicle to the show; here it will encounter manlyestdogs and their
owners in what is often a confined and noisy emument. While judged
it will be expected to move under control in clgseximity to others. It
will have to undergo an intimate hands on examomaiticluding a
detailed assessment of its dentition and, in tlse chmales, a physical
check to confirm the presence of two normally deded testes.
Throughout this process not only is it required to bite the judgeut to
be successful it will have to demonstrate conficatit assured body
language.

To achieve a dog capable of coping with these reqents consideration
of behaviour inevitably has to be a central fagtdsreeding choices. This
determines the innate traits of puppies which ¢o looth show and pet
homes.

5.26.2.2 Apart from this clear example of a gapvieen theorists and
practitioners the authors have provided littlehia form of tangible
evidence to support their concluding statement:

“Breeding to show standards may have adverse affedbehavioural
traits in some instancés

In fact this statement contradict the conclusionBuffy et al’ it al who
the authors cite earlier:

“... The opposite pattern was observed for owner-dickatgression

among Labrador Retrievers, (z = 2.18, P < 0.05)icading that higher
levels of aggression are not attributable to bregdior show per sé.

15



5.27 RSPCA report - Section 4.6 Access to knowledgeefited diseases for
breeders and owners

The authors consider the reliability of lists o$efise and disorders to which
certain breeds are predisposed. It is harddédew they justify their earlier
assertions and lack of consideration of environeddattors given their statement
below:

“A problem with these lists is that they are ndtyfeomparable for the following
reasons:

» Many published lists of breed-specific predisposs do not state what
objective criteria of increased prevalence they iasecategorising a cut-off point
for a breed-specific predisposition and this mas@ssistency and comparison
difficult.

» They are often based primarily on veterinary ®mgs reports and textbooks
and not on systematically collected data. In fatzany lists appear to be compiled
from case reports, so that where a disease is bategeneral in the dog
population it becomes attributed to the breed inchlit was first noticed.

* Often there is no proof that the disease is iithdr so it may be that
environmental conditions or infections to whichrada is exposed through owner
behaviour or work cause the high prevalence, rathan any genetic
predisposition One of the old established exampléiis is Coonhound paralysis
which causes motor nerve inflammatory diseasearbtieed. This has been
shown to be a response to raccoon bites rather #ramherited breed
predisposition, and may well be an infectious d¢erglic response

» The Inherited Diseases in Dogs web site (IDIGtea 4.3) attempts to list
cases of genuine inheritance or predisposition,dugn here the quality of data
available is variable. It lists breed predispositgto diseases in 240 breeds.
Conditions are limited to those that have appeareggeer-reviewed publications,
but it is an international compilation so figuresnopiled overseas are not
necessarily equally valid in the UK.”
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RSPCA report - 4.71 Tests based on detectionerigilipe (using the current
BVA/KC hip dysplasia scheme as an example)

This is the first example considered by the autldrere there is considerable
data obtained over an extended period (>25 yeafF$le authors provide a
background to the condition but do not clearly expthe relationship between
the anatomical features assessed (hip dysplasiaakidthe disease condition
thatCAN result (osteoarthritis). This distinction is iorpant as there is a
misconception that HD is a condition that predomtheaffects larger breeds
(this appears to be held by the UK KC as well aAhthors). Examination of
figure 2 suggests that the underlying joint malfation identified by radiological
examination is seen across the complete size m@ngedigree dogs submitted for
scoring. While there is a weak trend of incregsicore with increasing weigh
this is largely removed if those breeds whose siso2estandard deviation values
above the mean for all breeds are removed.

The data suggests that, with the exceptighlweeds where there may well be a
specific problem; there is little statistic eviderto distinguish between individual
breeds on the basis of mean hip scores. At vapourgs in their report the
authors comment on the benefits of “hybrid vigoamd suggest outcross across
existing breed boundaries as a means of improwiadnéalth of pedigree dogs.
The results of the KC/BVA scheme at 01/11/28@8ovide some interesting data
in this respect. Although not a KC recognised 862 Labradoodles, a
Labrador/Poodle cross, were scored. As theselb@e not closely related in
pedigree terms first generation Labradoodles ssprtean example of an F1
hybrid and yet their breed mean average hip sabtd is insignificantly

different from the values of their parent breedshflador 15, Standard Poodle
14).

This suggests a more extensive consideratitredealth implications of HD is
required before detailed breeding restrictionsmgsed. If we start with the
reasonable assumptions that the potential for le@rieading to osteoarthritis is a
function of both the degree of joint abnormalitydHand the stresses placed on
the joint it becomes clear why there is a perceptiat this is a condition that
affects larger dogs. In terms of simple geom#teyvolume of a dog (hence
mass at constant density) is defined in termsrggtleto the power 3 (e.g. cubic
metres), area (as in joint surface area) is defineéerms of length to the power 2
(e.g. square metres). The stress on the joihbeik function of the mass of the
dog divided by the joint area; this can be defimetérms of length i.e. the
stresses on a dog’s joint will increase with thbectoot of the dog’s volume
(mass). This explains why clinical problems rasglfrom HD are more
commonly seen in larger breeds, but it also suggést lower hip scores are
more important in larger breeds if clinical probkof osteoarthritis are to be
avoided. This in turn suggests that a “one Bigall” hip score target is
inappropriate across a range of breeds.
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The authors state:

“The inescapable conclusion is that the current sehdoes not provide
representative data for many UK dog breeds, sh@antoment we simply do not
know the true prevalence of the disease in manyldiKbreeds, or whether there
is any progress in reducing’it

| would suggest that this statement is simply inect: as differences in approach
to the scoring scheme would average out acrosseslds the narrow distribution
of BMS values shows we have a very accurate assesshHD levels BUT not
the levels of osteoarthritis that may result and titese vary with breed size and
activity levels.

The authors are dismissive of 5 year rollirgamdata (their table 1) which shows
BMS values for the most commonly scored dogs pssively falling over the

last five years and propose that only animals wiitore lower than their BMS

be used for breeding. This would be a seriousakeéstvith disastrous
implications for the genetic diversity the authprepose as vital at other points in
their report. The numerical nature of the scosolgeme can distort the BMS
value where there are a number of individuals wity high scores. For this
reason the breed median is a better indicatoreofrtie situation than the breed
mean value. The compiled data for the BVA/KC sct@m2006 reports these
values* (sadly 2008 does not). Taking the example efireed with the highest
number of scored individuals (Labrador — 50,139, lireed mean average is 15
but the median value is 10. This means that thexes many individuals with a
score below 10 as there are with scores abowvhislivere to be set as the
benchmark for breeding the gene pool would be redilby 50% without any
consideration of the effects this would have oreptspect of conformation,
physiology, temperament or other health issuésmore rational strategy will be
needed if HD is to be reduced without compromisheglevels of other
genetically related conditions.

RSPCA report - Section 4.7.2 DNA based tests

These offer an extremely valuable new tool for hgglvith single gene mutations
with severe health implications and it can be distiabd that there are no
conflicting health benefits. A potential dangeases if, as costs fall, such tests
become used to aid the selection of cosmetic fesitur

RSPCA report - Section 4.7.3 Kennel Club Accrddiieeeder Scheme as an
example of the difficulties of designing health diskase screening programmes

This title is misleading and the suggestion that“8theme is very popular” is
guestionable. In fact the scheme was brought @htamly narrow and limited
prior consultation and was met with considerabggstance from the more
responsible pedigree dog owners and the dog prébs stemmed from the
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“lack of teeth” identified by the authors here. mWaests were only
recommended and not required. In the case of dtevRiler, despite breeders
submitting the fourth highest number of dogs farsw under the KC/BVA hip
dysplasia scheme, hip scoring was not a requiremieah the Accredited Breeder
scheme was originally launched and was only intcedun response to pressure
applied by breed clubs.

Where tests are required no limits are placethe allowable scores for breeding,
although to be fair even with HD schemes we ar@matposition to objectively
set individual breed targets (this report - sec6@0). Furthermore examination
of the small print suggests the word “Accreditesiinappropriate as the Kennel
club offers no redress to purchasers of a defeplingpy from a scheme member
and the only sanction against a scheme membeeacthrof the scheme’s terms is
expulsion from the scheme.

Therefore it is more accurate to describeatoeedited breeder scheme as
providing an illustration of lack of benefits thaight be expected from poorly
thought out welfare initiatives. This scheme sdaubdt be taken as providing
evidence that well thought out protocols implemdriig responsible breeders
cannot be effective.

Given that the UK Kennel club cannot be regardeevasly remotely democratic
it would be a serious mistake to assume the shortgys of this scheme arise
from attempts to reflect the wishes of the majooitylog breeders in the UK!
RSPCA report - Section 5 Possible ways forward

Section 5.1 Where are we now?

This section starts with a factually erroneousestesnt:

“In the UK, the dog breeding and showing industry seetally self regulatiny
In fact the situation is far worse than this. @ohis in the hands of a small self
regulating closed membership club whose actionsa@raccountable to the
majority of their stakeholders in any democraticatieaningful way. There will
inevitably be more resistance to policies imposgdibtate than those resulting
from a consensus reached by elected representatirdess the management of
the KC changes this resistance is likely to cortitmiimpede the uptake rate of
welfare initiatives

The authors reiterate:

“... a strong case can be made that there are many brebdse anatomies raise
serious welfare concerhs
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This may be true, but such a case has not beectieffiy made in the authors’
report: at many points they acknowledge that tieenesufficient data to allow

firm conclusions to be made. This provides nooratl basis for the suggestion of
a need for urgency in anything other than the spamg of appropriate
guantitative research.

RSPCA report - Section 5.2 What could be done@sian for the future

The first two bullet points in this section repnaisenfocussed aspirations
described asdeneric aim&for future initiatives:

“only breed dogs whose anatomy, temperament, aretiggmedisposition for
disease or disorder, make them likely to produ¢spoihg which will experience
a high quality life free from pain and sufferihg

“only breed sufficient dogs to meet current demauct shat each puppy can be
homed in suitable caring environmént

Despite the authors’ implication that the migyoof show breeders are
unconcerned by aspects of welfare, they provideundence to support this view
other than references to specific problems affgaitimited number of breeds in
each case. At no point does the report recoghéehere is a difference in
motivation between those who breed to show ancetivd® breed purely for
profit. The authors may take a view that both ceasare reprehensible but
should acknowledge that most existing health sckeaewult from input and
support from show breeders not those who primaa igao derive income.
While it may be possible to implement legislatiorcontrol the registration of
pedigree dogs it is hard to see how this coulddpéied to cross breeds and, not
withstanding the benefits the authors claim forridd) the problem of regulating
supply and demand would still remain

The second point reinforces this view, shoseters still produce a minority of
all dogs registered by the Kennel Club but in miareeds the majority of dogs
that find their way in rescue organisations aredictly produced by show
breeders.

Points b

(culture shifts such that dogs that are perceivethasmost desirable are those
which are fit, healthy, are well suited to thedif@e they lead and have a high
quality of life)

andd

(breeders only breed dogs that are well suited é&difiestyle they will lead and
refrain from breeding those that are likely to esipece unnecessary suffering
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of the list of objectives need to be consideretliither detail. Both refer to the
need for dogs to bewell suited to the lifestyle they (will) IéadAccepting that in
some cases morphological exaggerations have beessxe, it must still be
recognised that selective breeding has been eféeictiproducing animals which
meet a number of human needs including that of franmonship”. It is obvious
that the size and exercise requirements of mateoflomesticated dog’s forbears
would render them unsuitable for elderly and infomners who typically chose
small breeds with lower exercise requirements. lowhe authors proposed to
balance the human rights of these groups agaiestdbncerns regarding
temperament problems in small breeds which aredbaseery limited data?

RSPCA report - 5.3 Prioritised actions — a sureégxperts

The main concern here is the definition of expefitke authors of this report
present themselves as experts, a view presumadigdhy at least some in the
organisation that sponsored their research. Basedy analysis of their report |
would suggest that, in some of the areas covehned, level of expertise is
guestionable for the reasons given above, andhbet is evidence to suggest that
that their conclusions are excessively distortethieyr subjective personal
opinions. It is essential that in an area as cempt this which involves genetics,
physiology, behaviour, ethics welfare and humanatogy that a wide range of
experts be involved and that these need to beausty honest in dissociating

their own ethical preconceptions from the datasmibn and analysis process.

5.4.1 Priority Recommendations

In the main the recommendations seem reasonablthaimdlegree of feasibility
appears to correlate with the level of support gilg the range of “experts”
guestioned. It is entirely right that the firstquity listed is the need for more
research. The key is that this research musgbeous, high quality and the
experimental design should not be compromised &stibjective preconceptions
of the researchers concerned.

Conclusions

While | appreciate that the report does nanftire basis of a manuscript intended
for peer review, its claim to be scientific, coupleith the intended outcomes and
stated goal imposeMORAL obligation on the authors to apply the same
editorial discipline as they would for a reportentled for a peer reviewed

journal. This clearly has not occurred and | aesip doubt that the content of the
introductory section would satisfy the editoriadjugrements of any respected
scientific journal. Similarly, in my field at leg there would be an expectation
that the conclusions drawn should reflect the lodlist of the data presented more
closely than occurs here.
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There is clearly evidence that health problamesnot evenly distributed across
the range of pedigree dogs currently recogniseith®yJK KC. This is hardly
surprising as conditions affecting human healtly \matween ethnic groups.
Sadly this report does not present quantitativa ttet would allow reliable
identification of affected breeds where problenels\exceed a scientifically
determined threshold.

While | share the authors’ subjective view tihare are some breeds where
remedial action is necessary | do not believettiause of emotive language
provides an effective alternative to quantitatinmalgsis. There are some
fundamental questions that need to be addressed:

i Taken collectively, are pedigree dogs less hgaltan their closest living
non domesticated relatives?

ii Taken collectively are cross breed dogs lesdting#han their closest
living relatives?

iii Taken collectively, are pedigree dogs less tisathan cross breeds?

v On an individual basis how great is the healihation between individual
breeds?

v How great are health variations across the dvossd population and how
does this correlate with forbears and hybrid germra

Once these overall assessments have been heaieitlence and prevalence of
identified conditions can be considered on a sini&sis to prioritise any actions
required for specific breeds.

With the exception of HD there is no data pmése in this report that allows
these questions to be answered. Even in the ¢&8e where data is available
from a broad based survey run for over 25 yeassahly possible to sensibly
answer question iv.

The authors suggest that the evidence to sujpporediate action is morally
compelling. If there were no potentially adversafare consequences of
breeding restrictions then the moral argument wbelgustified even were the
benefits to be small. Unfortunately in any compdgstem action taken to
improve one aspect has the potential to comproottsers.  Done without care
and a strong scientific basis, breeding restristiafil reduce genetic diversity.
While this might change the relative levels of derice of different conditions it
would not necessarily improve overall health andfave, and done badly could
have a net negative effect.

Much as the authors might wish for urgent geaa safer approach is to role out

individual welfare programmes specifically as arftew data is obtained to
support their likely benefits.
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ANNEX 1 Dr John Hubble — Background Information

John Hubble is Reader in Biochemical Engineerinfp@tUniversity of Bath, having
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Engineering.

He has owned Rottweilers for 20 years, breedirigesd in that time. He has served on
the committees and as Chairman of both a locaheasuciety and a regional Rottweiler

breed club. He has run puppy and pet dog traicingses together with KC puppy
foundation courses.

25



